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Cuyahoga Community College, a miilti*campiis 
institution, sought to develop and design a grants planning and 
management system to coordinate funds of both an internal and 
external nature earmarked for instructional research, planning, and 
development. Objectives were to create a system accessible to all 
professionals on all campuses, to provide :a simplified system for 
funding of educational development activities, and to make : provision 
for a uniform system of management for «tll grants whether funded 
externally or internally. District-* level personnel, without benefit 
of individual campus or faculty input, established priorities for a 
grants system which included centralized control, uniformity of 
program management, establishment of a proper accounting system, 
better fiscal control, and articulation of campus components of the 
system. A grant proposal submission subsystem was established 
following these criteria. An javaluation of the subsystem was 
conducted to determine administrative : and user respotse to its 
provisions through a survey of selected users and support services 
personnel. Of 95 faculty-* administrators and support services 
personnel surveyed, only 28X responded. Results showed that users 
were not confident about the system. User input in system revision 
was recommended. (JDS) 
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BACKGROUND 

In order to better understand the need for a»grants planning and 
management system at Cuyahoga Community College, it Is necessary to 
understand the institution and its development s1nc£ inception. 

Institution - ^ 

Cuyahoga Community College is one of four Ohio^ommunity colleges. 
It is a multi-unit district in an urban area of do minion. It serves 
the County of Cuyahoga, the eighth largest county in population in the 
Nation, encompassing the city of Cleveland and suburban are«s. It has 
three campuses. Eastern. Western, and Metropolitan, serving diverse populations. 
It has a dis-trict headcount of approximately 28.000. and a district PTE of 
over 15,000. 

Need for Planning ^ ^ 

Founded in 1962. the College grew rapidly during the I960' s and 1970's. 
Unlike some segments of higher education and even some coranunity colleges. 
It continued to experience growth in enrollment in the academic years 1975-76 
and 1976-77. However growth did not guarantee^increJSW- revenues from the State 
of Ohio, from which approximately one-half of its revenues were supplied. 
Growth beyond the allocated state-reimbursed subsidy for PTE's did not 
produce additional revenue. Both national and regional population projections 
for Ohio during the 1980's did not predict 1ncr£Used«nrollments, but rather 
declining ones. Thus the competition for funds would be keen, and the need 
for developing planning for the 1980's was seen to be crucial. A Master Plan 
process was begun early in 1975. Planning and^luatlng techniques were 
needed for all instructional and service activities, as well as support services 

attached to these areas. * 
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College-wi^e activities which were determined to be critical to the 
College's Plan of/ Advancement were the following: 1) updating of the College's 
policies and procedures, 2) completion of the educational master plan, 
3) improvement ot the College's computer system and its student registration 
and records system, and 4) improvement of the College's administrative 
organizational structure. As part of the changes in the planning, management, 
and operational support functions of educational planning and development, 
the Office of Grants Planning and Management, based in the district administra- 
tion, became responsible for designing and coordinating a College-wide process 
for grants planning, application, management, evaluation, and reporting. 
The Office was to assist in diversifying and strengthening the resource base 
of the College. 

While campus autonorny had been marked in the past, with the strengthening 
of the district organization related to the College's plan of advancement, 
the grants and contracts area could no longer operate without centrally 
coordinated structure. Although the Office had been in existence for a decade, 
under the guidance of several directors, it had not provided a uniform system 
for instructional and service grants. 

Grants Program 

The purpose of the grants program at Cuyahoga Community College is to 
stimulate and encourage instructional research and improvement in its 
educational program and to extend and enhance its service program to the 
community. 

• To develop and provide a simplified, coordinated system 
of funding for instructional and professional development 
activities within the College* 

• To seek funding for educational and professional staff 
development activities in a system which is easily accessible 
to all professional college colleagues. 

• To encourage participation by support staff, faculty, librarians, 
and administrators at all levels within the College. 



' -To engage in educational developmental activities. 

The coordlnatsd grants system at the College correlates and coordinates 
funds of both an internal and external nature which are earmarked for 
instructional research, planning, and development. The coordinated grants 
system deals with resources, both human and fiscal, which are restricted 
for such activities. Internal funds refer to those derived from state 
appropriations, local levies, and tuition payments. External funds refer to 
those derived from governmental grants and contracts, private foundations, 
and corporate and individual grants and gifts. 

THE PROBLEM 

* 

The problem was to determine how to develop and design a grants 
planning and management system which was an integral part of the educational 
and financial management systems of the College. The Office of Grants 
Planning and Management sought to determine: 

1. What were the priorities of a multi -unit district in planning 
and managing for external funding through grants and contracts? 

r 

2. How could a workable procedural structure be developed for faculty 
and staff to meet local campus needs? 

The coordinated grants planning. and management system would have to 
encompass the following objectives inherent in its structure: 

To provide information and consultation to individuals and 
units within the College campus community for the purpose of 
i developing effective developmental activities In accord with the 

goals and mission of the College and the campuses. 

• To provide a simplified system for funding for educational staff 
development activities. 

• To provide a system which is accessible to all professional 
colleagues on all campuses. 

• To plan and make provision for a uniform system of management 
for all grants whether funded externally or internally. 

• 3 ■ 
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The objectives of the grants system were based upon the following 
assumptions: 

1. That the community college is concerned about tht improvement 
of teaching and learning. 

2. That Cuyahoga Community College wishes to provide maximum 
flexibility and accessible resources for innovation and experimentation 
at the campus level to realize the College mission in its educational 
programs and services. 

3. That all support systems of the College, including the 
coordinated grants system, are formulated to enhance the educational 
program and community services of the College through teaching and 
learning. ^ 

4. That all program plans and operational plans of the 
coordinated grants system reflect an open, free, and manageable coordina- 
tion of human and fiscal resources. 

Two further assumptions precluded the process of formulating 
a grants planning and managing system: 

1. Without joint planning and decision-making, it is difficult 

in a large complex organization like Cuyahoga Community College to obtain 
an accurate picture of all existing programs arid how they relate to 
the overall mission and purposes of the College and to their sponsoring 
agencies. 

2. The management levels of all segments within the system must be 
assigned responsibilities for the planning and managing of externally 
funded projects. 



THE PROCESS 

While systems planning In Its origin through administration may be 
labeled "executive". It cannot be satisfactorily adapted and Implemented 
on the Instructional and service fronts of the Institution without 
complete knowledge of the purposes, objectives, and procedures being 
made available during planning to faculty and staff. The design of the 
system Illustrated the diverse approaches of the college community 
segments: that of the planners, the district administration of the 
college, versus the campus operational units who were classified as 
users of the system. 

The coordinated grants system at the College was under the 
direction of the district office of the vice chancellor for educational 
planning and development. Functioning as support staff to this office 
In educational planning and development were the following offices: 
Office of Grants Planning and Management, Office of Instructional/ 
Instructional Staff Development, Office of Educational Resources, 
Office of Educational Research and Evaluation Services, and Office 
of Occupational and Career Program Planning and Coordination. These 
offices served the three campuses of the district. These offices 
sought specifically to Improve and evaluate Instruction, strengthen 
existing programs, mount new programs, revise and combine existing 
programs. Identify Internal and external resources for specific needs, 
and reallocate Internal resources to meet ongoing needs. 

These offices at the administrative level of the college district 
met and determined through their directors and other assigned administra- 
tive officers the purposes c.nd objectives of a coordinated grants system. 
No campus or faculty Input was solicited at this point In the process. 



District administrators were anxious to have a system operational 
and paid little heed to the philosophy which might undergird policy and 
procedure. Meeting Federal agency measures of performance for grants 
and contracts, the accountability factor, appeared to be the primary 
motivating force In the present regulatory era of manageinent appraisal. 
The responsibility for the stewardship of public funds prompted the 
district administration to establish submission and review procedures 
for sponsored projects. The following priorities were established 
by the administration: 

1) Centralized control — 

2) Uniformity of management of sponsored programs 

3) Establishment of a proper accounting system 

4) Better fiscal control 

5) Articulation of campus components In an All -Col lege System. 

No campus or faculty Input was solicited at this point In the process. 

The Office of Grants Planning and Management charted Its own 
Input and anticipated outcomes. No campus or faculty Input was sollcted 
at this point in the process. 
Input 

. Analysis of funding needs 

• Identification of external funding sources 

V 

. Contacting funding agencies 

. Assisting In preparation of proposal format for external funding 
. Assisting In budget preparation 
. Managing of submission procedures 

. Analysis of proposal review with recommendations for future submission 
. Management of award process of funds with assigned campus stewardship 
. Assisting accounting operations division with fund expenditure monitoring 
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. Overseeing reportliij requirements of funded programs 

. Assisting accounting operations division with fiscal closeout procedures 

Anticipated Outcomes 

. Funded programs more adaptable to student and faculty needs 

. Funded programs adaptable to national and community economic needs 

. Funded ongoing programs selectively absorbed by college at expiration 

. Improvement of quality of externally funded programs In submission 
and administration 

. Uniform control system of funded programs 

. Avaliablllty of Information on funtJed programs at all points In system 

Design of a system 

The Office of Grants Plannliig and Management In Its search for 
both process and procedures In a designing a grants management system 
discovered no research related to community colleges. Most management 
systems related to research-oriented universities. Few procedures manuals 
were available In two-year Institutions, and no information was published 
on how such procedures were developied In institutions. Only one multi- 
unit district resource manual was reviewed and it showed weaknesses in 
procedural organization with only a brief forward on the process utilized 
in drafting the manual. It was noted that college development officers 
and district personnel participated in the clarificaticn of the procedures. 
Jhls manual emanated from a large California coninunity college district. 

An exceedingly detailed procedural system in manual form was 
obtained from a single-college district, also in California, but its 
forward only briefly categorized the requirements of the system and gave 
no history of its college development. It was later learned that this 
system had been developed by an outside consultant, with strong inter- 
action with administrative gro 

by the dean of planning and development as a very workable system. 



Thus, the Office of Grants Planning and Management needed to design 
a system unique to Its requirements for the Institution and the faculty. 
If It 1s~determ1ned that the most expeditious funding source for the 
project developer would be the Internal route, then project development 
and Submission would follow the plan for the review and evaluation established 
by the Ir.dlvldual campus. The Campus Based Instructional Grants Program 
and the District Based Instructional Grants Program guidelines were 
prepared by the Office of Instructional and Instructional Personnel 
Development. The project originator then consulted with the local campus 

Instructional grants committee or council chairperson for further details 

regarding criteria and procedures for review at the campus level. 

Development Process of Special Projects for External Funding 

In order to carry out an Instructional grants program of externally 
funded projects at Cuyahoga Community College, both pre-award and post-award 
activities were established which provided for a uniform method of 
disseminating Information to all faculty and staff members for all 
funding opportunities, a standardized routine for proposal submission, 
ard a ?et of management procedures of all grant and contract funds received. 
A three-phase system of proposal submission and levelopment was produced 
by the Office of Grants Plann-^ng and Management. This constituted the 
Grant Proposal Submission Sub-System (GPSS) In pre-award activity. It 
also Included a pre-award negotiation process If warranted. It Included 
the following: 

1.0 Idea Sum^iry and Preliminary Approval (Campus level) 

2 0 Preliminary Proposal Development and Approval (Campus and district 

levels) 

3.0 Final Proposal Submission (Primarily district level) 

4 0 Pre-acceDtance N(Bg6t1at1on and Revision of Proposal (District and ^ 
^ • • ^ , r ,, campus levels) 

8 



FRir 4 A 



Evaluation of Interim Pre-award Procedure s i 

Prior to the availability of a firarts Planning and Management Manual ' 
for the College's entire professional staff, both faculty and administration, 
the Office of Grants Planning and Management conducted a preliminary 
evaluation of the GPSS by both users and support services. The submission 
sub-system Was put Into operation as an Interim pre-award procedure at 
the beginning of 1977 by the College for all campus personnel. 

Assumptions . It was assumed by the Dlt-^ctor of the Office of Grants 
Planning and Management that the best qualified persons to evaluate the 
submission sub-system were present and past users, that is ^ 1") persons 
who were directors of active sponsored projects, 2} persons who had been 
directors of Invactlve sponsored projects, and 3) administrators at the campus 
and district levels who were responsible for the approval and administration' 
of sponsored projects. It was also assumed that support service officers 
of both the caiiipus and district were qualified to evaluate the GPSS as an 
interim procedure as they were had been directly Involved in proposal 
planning for externally funsi :. iS? ejects. 

Design of evaluation . A preliminary evaluation was designed using 
the survey technique. It attempted to analyze. Interpret, and report the 
present understanding of the GPSS. The survey was utilized to obtain an 
immediate reaction from present and past users of the system to guide 
practice in the immediate future. 

Population. The respondents in this study were Identified as two 
survey groups: users and support service officers of the district and campuses, 
They were selected because th^ were considered best qualified to respond to the 
preliminary evaluation. They had or were presently InvolVed w^^^ 
and contracts in the Coiliege. A complete, census of 1^^ :3 
staff Of ^e College was rejected because many had^ no ikho^ S 



funding procedures and had never utilized the system or Indicated Interest 
In utilizing the syste^n. 

Survey forms. Data were collected usirtg the two Instruments 
attached: Form A - User Survey and Form B - Support Services Survey . 
Forms were examined by the Director of Educational Research and Evaluation 
Services prior incorporation Into final documents. 

Form A - User Survey . This Instrument was directed to project directors, 
former project directors. campus presidents, campus fiscal officers, deans, 
assistant deans, selected district directors, district vice chancellors, 
and the chancellor. The Instrument was designed with twenty, questions 
and a space for additional comments. "Yes" - "no" responses were elicited 
rather than a scale of attitudes because concrete assessments were desired 

as to the understandabillty of the process of the 6PSS, Becaus,e of the 

responsibility of the stewardship of public funds the assessment of the degree 
of understanding was not desired. Attitudes toward acceptance of the system 
were not primarily sought. The questions sequentially led the, respondent 
through the steps of the process. The form was designed to obtain specific 
suggestions for Improvement of the process after a preliminary eviluation. 

• • Form B '-Support Services Survey . The second Instrument was 
distributed to the treasurer, selected district directors, and selected 
campus directors who direct responsibilities to planning of grant and 
\dntfact^ proposals. The survey form was designed with ten questiops^an^ , _ ^ 
a space for additional comments. Referred sections of the procedures 
were listed at the top of the form related to support service officers' 
-responsibiinies in the planning process. "Yes" - "no" responses were . 
also elicited. Questions related more specifically to the responsi hill ties 
of the respondent rather than to the whole process. The form was also 
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deislgiied to obtain specific suggest1o>»s for ImprovomiBiit bf the process V '^ l^' 
after a preliminary evaluation. ' / 

. Both forms Included Infonnati on on the documents, : i': 

6PSS AS well as the Identified responsible untt^ and activities. ; 

Hypotheses. Research hypotheses were stated as follows: .w^: 

1. Users tend to circumvent Imposed 

s\]lbst\t\]X» systems which are conyN^njbBlit for their - .-^ 

2. The higher In the hierarchical organlzatlohal structure 
a user resides the less likely that he/she utilizes itii! system. 

Data Collection 

Forms A and B were distributed to respondents through the campus 
mall with an. accompanying memorandum explalnl^^ng the ineed fpr^^^^^^ 
of the Interim procedures. A return was requested In two weeks. Follow-up 
telephone calls were made to respondents to remind them of time-lines. 
The questionnaires were mailed to 95 respondents, along with a copy of 
the GPSS Interim Procedures. Form A was forwarded to 62 faculty and 
administrators termed users, and Form B was mailed to 33':support services 
personnel at the district administration and on campuses. _ 

The GPSS Interim Procedures , numbered 7T pages, some printed on 
both sides. Although It was a bulky attachment, more than one half of 
the procedures, was an appendix of documents, many of which were, already. : 
In use at the College In the budget manual.and through personnel services. 
These documents were considered familiar io the users and support service 
officers. Also Included were standard application; forms for Federal 
assistance.' , ■ ■ 

A total of 27 usable returns (ie percent) was weljjed. Responses 
- from support service? group for Form B totaled |5 (45 percent), and exceeded, ■ 



the returns froro users forfona A wMch tallied 
forms from support services perisbnnel tended to be nwre cpmpTete, with 
general compliance to the fomat. Questionnaires from high level administra- 
tors were not .returned , but Instead memoranda were forwjarded detai ling 
comments on the sysiem. One assistant ^dejiyi arisWered^^ 
user survey form, but wrote in the comment secti on , "That 's some document i 
When quierled further by telephone, he responded that It would tike him a 
year to answer those questions Intelligently. 

Analysis of Data 

The numbersof responses to each item on the Form A and Form B 
questionnaires were summarized. Cross -classifications of responses were dis- 
regarded at this point. ^ 

FINDINGS 

Form A - User Survey 

^ Of the twelve persons responding, three were faculty and nine were 
administrators. One reply was received from the district administration, six 
were from the Metropolitan Campus and five from the Western Campus. No 
attempt was made to cross-classify responses by campus or position. 

Responses for this f oi:m were grouped in six categories drawn from 
the questions presented: 1) responsibility of individuals or units, 2) adequacy 
of time, 3) nature and quality of activities, 4) planning value, 5) adequacy of 
forms, a. 6) funding agency relationships. Aggregate responses were shown 
In Table 1 which recorded the distribution of frfiqi'encles. Not all respondents 
answered all questions, thus a total and percentages were not Included. 
Written comments by respondents proved helpful to the researcher In focusing 
on specific areas of concern, but at the same time provided no consensus of 
reaction of the group. 14 
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Table 1 

Form A - User Survey Responses 



Category of Understanding 
of Process 



Responsibility of Individuals 
or Units (Questions 1 to 9) 

Adequacy of Time (Question 10) 

Nature and Quality of Activities 
(Questions 11 to 13) 

Planning Value (Questions 14 and 15) 

Adequacy of Forms (Questions 16 to 19) 

Funding Agency Relationships 
(Question 20) 



Aggregate 
Bnequehcy 



11 



59 



15 
8 

22 



Aggregate 
Frequency 
"No" 



7 
3 

5 
4 
0 



15 

13 



In suninarlzlng the responses based on Form A - User Survey, the most 
frequent responses were affirmative, representing an understanding of 
the sub-system as presented . Adequacy of time represerited a category 
el 1 c1 t1 ng least agreement whereas adequacy of forms evi denced no 
dlsagreeirent as recorded. Planning value of the system was an area of 
disagreement. 

Form B - Support S6rv1c6s Surve y 

Of the fifteen persons responding, fourteen were administrators and 
one was support staff . Eleven replies were received from the d1 strict 
administration, two from the Eastern Campus and two from the Western Campus. 
There were no responses from the Metropolitan Campus. No attempt was made to 
cross-classify responses by campus or position. 

Responses for this form were grouped In six categories drawn from 
the questions presented: 1) responsibility of Individual or unit, 2) adequacy 
of time, 3) nature and quality of activities, 4) planning value, 5) adequacy 
of fonns, and 6) participation In planning process. Aggregate responses 
were shown In Table 2 which delineated the frequency distributions. 
Because all respondents did not answer all questions, a total and percentages 
were not Included. Questionnaires were considered of value In some Instances 

because of written comments for specific areas of cortc^Vn. 

i 

summary of Responses to Form B 

In suimarlzlng the responses based on Form B - Support Services Survey, 
there appeared to be less general agreement among respondents. Responses 
while predominately affirmative showed less evidence of agreement and under- 
standing than with the user group. While the adequacy of forms had elicited 
complete agreement In those responding in Group A, there was disagreement 



Table 2 

Form B " Support Services Survey 





Category of Understanding 


Aggregate 
rreouGncy 

, 


Aggregate 
frecjuency 


Responsibility of Individual or 
Unit (Question 1) 


9 


6 


Adequacy of Time (Question 2) 


10 


4 


Nature and Qualfty of Activities 
f Questions 3 to Si 






Planning Value (Questions 6 and 7) 


20 


5 


Adequacy of Forms (Question 8) 


8 ■ 


4 


Participation in Planning Process 
(Questions 9 and 10) . 


21 * 


6 


i 
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di d not jpecor^ 

^u^ed:-1iii^: of suphfisJ^thiBc^ forms . ;5';.X'^3if 

More; than half : of thos^ res^^ ^^^^ 

: and;quali;^:':^;bf '^^^ 

related to prc^jbsal pr«parat1 bn^^ the support personnel ;Jr|f^ 
answered questions about participation in the planning process by i negatiyejfe |^ 

response. ■ : * 

" ■ ■ . • ■■ ■ ■ ■ 

Wri tten Comments oh Fohn A arid FOriii B /^ ^-.-.i:}^^ 

: ' — — — — - — -~ " ;.-:i'm 

Comments Ivtoth users and support service personnel Indicated concerns r'' i'^:^ 
particularly with the following: 

1. Timelines and deadlines were problem areas with both faculty and 
administrators. Earlier notification of deadlines was desired from funding 
agencies. Faculty members and deans desired less time for approval at 
campus president level and more time for development of grant proposals. 

2. The procedures were too lengthy, 

3. It would be difficult to determine If the procedures were workable 
until a conqjlete run-through had been accomplished once or more. 

4. Single proposals could skip some steps. 

5. Faculty and administrators commented on Increased bureaucracy, ' ^| 

particularly at the district level. These comments were made by campus personnel, i g 

Orle dean suggested that tte grants planning office should be abolished. ■ ^"'-f '^M 
, ■ ' ■ ^ .• ' ^ ■■ - ■ ' ■■ ■- " 

, 6. Lack of confidence In campus personnel was cited In approval procesf . 

• "■■. ■■ ■■7a 

-■■■■■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

7. The sequence would kill all Initiative. 
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8. Systems never seem to work as planned. 

9. The procedures should be r«-wr1tteh as a narrative. 

- 10. There was an Insufficient mention of fiscal matters. This comment was 
made by the assistant treasurer and Internal auditor. It was also suggested 
that the Office of Management and Budget be brought Into early planning; 
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n. Differing opinions froro administrators on the complexity of the 
procedures were received. Some reported them too general, others too specific. 

12. The forms provided were a problem area. While some respondents 
noted a preponderance of forms and documents, others cited a need for new 
forms such as indirect cost forms , proposal check sheets, preliminary 
proposal forms, final proposal forms. A new coding system was also suggested. 

CONCLUSIONS / 

An analysis of the data received provided a basis for the following 
conclusions in relation to the evaluation of the submission sub*system, 
which was a part of the grants planning and managing system. The purpose of 
the survey was to analyze, interpret, and report the present understanding 
of 6PSS, and the evaluator concluded the following: 

1. An insufficient response was received to draw conclusions about 
the understanding or lack of understanding of the system. 

2. Users and support service officers were not totally confident 
about use of the system. 

3. Acceptance of the system had not been achieved. 

4. It was doubtful that complete acceptance of the system, or of any 
system, formulated at the district level would be completely accepted at 
the campus level. 

i 5. It was indicated, particularly in comments received, that users 
would tend to circumvent or short-cut a system, particularly a lengthy one. 

6. Top-level district administrators involved in the approval process, 
surveyed as users, did not indicate an interest in the system, which was 
evidenced by their lack of participation in the evaluation. This would 
further indicate a potential lack of utilization of the system. 

7. Additional planning was needed at operational levels to achieve a 
Vorkable system. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Cognizant of the findings and conclusions In this evaluation, the 
following reconmendatlons are made for further study: 

1. In order for a Workable system for grants planning and management 
to evolve, there must be early and continuous district and campus PVann^W^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
with both administration and faculty. ■■' 

2. Users should become planners In order to enhance delivery of ; 
instruction and servlce.at the operational level of the Institution. 

3. A series of evaluations should be undertaken by the College 
to determine user and support staff acceptance and understaridlng of the 
system. One such evaluation should take place at the time of distribution 

of the whole system to all professional staff, and other periodic evaluations 
should take place after staff and faculty have fully utiMzed the system. 

4. The system should be a flexible, dynamic design In order to 
articulate completely the concerns of campus components In a multi-unit college 
district. 



GRANTS PLANNING SUBMISSION SUB-SYSTEM EVALUATION 



FORM A - USER SURVEY 

Name .Location: District 

Eastern 

Position: Faculty Metro ' 

Administrator Western 

Support Staff 



Please read each of the fol lowing statements carefully and refer to sections In 
the attached Interim procedures for the submission of grant and contract appli- 
cations. Mark an "X" by the response that best describes your answer to the ! ^ 
question. There are four flow charts for segments of the process. Two DELTA 
charts Indicate the over-all sub-system in summary. Functional responsibility 
charts detail activities. 

1. Is the responsibility of the originator clearly expressed and defined In this ■ 

sequence? Yes 
Comments: • ' ^, 

2. Is the responsibility of the unit head clearly expressed and defined In this/ ^t; 
sequence? 

Comments : ' 

3. Is the responsibility of the dean/pod leader clearly expressed and defined 
in this sequence? 

Comments : ' . 

k. Is the responsibility of the campus president clearly expressed and defined In 
this sequence? 

Comments: 

5. Is the responsibility of Grants Planning and Management clearly expressed 
and defined In this sequence? 

Comments: 



6. Is the responsibility of the Chancellor's Cabinet clearly expressed and de- 
fined in the sequence? 

Comments : ■ ■ 

7. Is the responsibility of the Vice Chancellor for EducatlonaV Planning and 
Development clearly expressed and defined In the sequence? 

Comments: 



8. Is the responsibility of the Accounting Operations Division clearly express- 
ed and defined In this sequence? 

Comments: [ . " _^ 

9. Is the responsibility of the District Chancellor clearly expressed and de-.. 
fined In this sequence? 

Comments : ' ^ 

10. Is the amount of ^ time required to complete the sequence adequate? 
Comments: 



11. Are all activities In the sequence necessary? 
Comments: 



12« Are all activities related to the quality of the proposal? 
Comments: ■ 
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13« Are any activities in this sequence related only to administration and : > 
not to the resultant proposal? ^ Yes No 

Comments; ■ ■ ' ' - ^ .. . -. 

Is campus-wide pi lanning value apparent in this sequence? ~ 
Comments : 

15. 



17. 
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Is district«^ide planning value apparent In this sequence? 
' ' Comments: 



16. Is the "Idea Form" an adequate initial planning document? 

Comments, suggestions : ■ • ■ ' ^ . : 



Are Budget Form 28 - Special ^IProJect Planni ng Fbnn-^ 
budget forms adequate for proposal planning documents? ^ 
■Comments:' -. ' ■ - ■ ■^'y.../^ 
18. Are the Pos i t ion Descr i pt ion (^uest ionnai re (PDQ) , Pos 1 1 ion Questlonr 
naire (PQ) , and the Faculty Position Vacancy form adeq^ 
nel planning in the proposal? 

Comments : • - 



I s the "Proposal Ana 1 ys is f 6 rm" an adequate f i ria I i hter ha 1 p larin i ng 
document? 

Comments: 



20. Are relationships with funding agencies clearly expressed and defined 
in this sequence? 

Comments: 



* * * * 



Please use the space below to record any further comments which you may have as a 
user of the Grants Planning Submission Sub-system (GPSS). Attach any form revisions 
which you think would Improve the system. 



ERIC 



22 



m 



Name 



GRANTS PLANNING SUBMISSI ON SUB^SYSTEM EVALUATION 
FORM B -SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY 



Ppisllilon: Faculty 
Admlnfstratar 
Support Staff 



Location: District 
Eastern 
-Metro 
Vfestern 



Please read each of the fol lowing statenients careful ly an i refe the fpllowtrig 
sebtfons In the attached Interim procedures for tiie submission of a rant and tprt^^^ 
';trjact;app1 Teat Ions:. ■ ^^ ^^^'';^'^:'J-v \-../''r^^:,- 



Mark an '"X" by the response that best describes your dhs^^ Iri- 
dude comments to expond your answer If necessary ^ the re^^ a^^ 
segments of the process. Two DELTA charts I ndlcate the ovefraVl su^ 
sunvnary« Functional responslbl l I ty charts detail actlvltles^^^ 



1. Is your responsibility clearly expressed and defined In this sequence? 

■' . " ■ ' * — ,.*■■."■ 
Comments: ^ . . ;'■ . ■ . 

2. Is the amount of time given under "Activity Duration" adequate to complete 

each of the activities In the sequence? 

Comments: ^ - ■ ■ 

3. Are all activities related to your responsibility In the sequence necessary? 

Comments: ^ ■ 

k. Are your activities related to the quality of the resultant proposal? 

Comments: ' " . ' " " ' - " ' " ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 

5* Are your activities related only to administration and not to the resultant 
proposal? 

Comments: ' , ■ ', ' 

6. Is campus-wide planning value apparent In this sequence? 
^' — ' Comments: 



n |7 • I s stri ctrwirfe pi anning val ue apparent In th I s sequence? 



SI 



8. Are the documents related to ycHjr reiponslbl 1 1 ties and aptl vi^^^ 

•:p1annrng;:d6cument8?':;:v(^^ of ■••Dbcuncrits)'; .v/ '^^ •■'^•■^■•^^■^^••'•'^'^ 



Comments and suggestions: 



9- Do you wfsh to participate In planning a proposal .-^v 

developmeht so that you better understand your responsibility as related . ^ ^^V^^ 
to the resultant project? 



-1 



Comments; ' V^"'.if^ 



10. Do you consider assisting In special project plannl ng for grants and con- 
tracts part of your position responsibility? 



Comments: 



* * * 



Please use the space below to record any further comments which you may have as 
a support service of the Grants Planning Submission Sub-system (6PSS), Attach 
any form revisions which you thinic would Improve the system. 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIF. 
LOS ANGELES 

MaH 1 8 '1977 ■ 

clearinghouse for 

JUNIOR COLLEGES 



■■•■,.^"c* 



